T hough the BRIC concept has become almost trite in encompassing the new economic power brokers-that Brazil, Russia, India, and China seem to represent-the concept of this bloc is actually of little relevance in understanding the complex higher education environment in these or other emerging economic powers. Indeed, the BRIC collective is itself a marketing artifice, identified a dozen years ago by former Goldman Sachs economist, Jim O'Neill, as much for its clear and basic imagery as with any actual commonalities among these particular countries. We posit here that higher education research, at least, needs to step back and take a new and different look at the BRICs. We do not think that the four countries actually have a lot in common, and it makes little analytic sense to discuss them together. Indeed, in an article in Times Higher Education (December 5, 2013) , O'Neil has shifted his focus to the MINTs (Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey). He sees MINTs as demographically poised for economic success for a number of reasons, which now contrast the experiences of the BRICs, including population aging. The MINT populations are growing and relatively balanced, while the BRICs, with the exception of India, have older populations less well suited for rapid economic expansion in the coming decades.
Our argument here is simple. Looking at the BRIC countries-Brazil, Russia, China, and India-might make some arguable sense in terms of economic development, and grouping them for analytical purposes in higher education is simply not relevant. Further, a capital "S" was added to the original BRICs in 2010 to admit South Africa into the grouping, further weakening the links among this multinational bloc, although O'Neill did not include that country. South Africa is so much smaller than the other BRIC nations-with an economy significantly smaller than the other four.
Variations but Few Themes
In vitally relevant and comparative respects, the four BRIC nations differ greatly from each other across the spectrum of higher education measurement norms. The four use different languages, come from different academic traditions (with some similarities between China and Russia), have had quite different academic strategies, and have no history of academic cooperation or competition. Neither students nor professors from these countries mingle much. Two of the four, China and Russia, focus on breaking into the "world-class" league tables, and Russia is only now beginning its efforts. India trails far behind.
Two of the four, China and India, are major "sending" countries in terms of international students, with China alone accounting for 17 percent of the world's overseas student population. Students from these two countries go mainly to the major English-speaking universities. Brazil, which only recently began a major overseas scholarship program, focuses more on Europe; and Russia is not a significant player.
China, alone among the four, has a significant national strategy to build world-class elite research universities and has invested heavily and with considerable success. It has been effective in building an effective differentiated academic system that serves a range of national needs and student populations. Particularly important now, China has the world's largest student population, with 24 percent of its age cohort enrolled in postsecondary education, similar to the gross enrollment rate of Brazil, which is approximately 25 percent. Unlike China, with its politically powerful and embedded strategy for higher education expansion, India has had no higher education strategy, per se, although the recently promulgated 12th Five Year Plan articulates elements of a policy. The country has no highly ranked universities, and there is general agreement in India that the quality of the entire system is poor.
Russia has permitted its higher education system to deteriorate dramatically in the decade following the collapse of the Soviet Union and is only now starting to rebuild the system and focus on the research university sector. Brazil also lacks a coherent strategy, and the national government seemingly has little interest in improving the quality of the system as a whole. One Brazilian state, São Paulo, has invested heavily in its higher education sector and, as a result, has several of the best universities in Latin America, though none yet considered among the best in the world.
We posit here that higher education research, at least, needs to step back and take a new and different look at the BRICs.
China and Russia: Similar Challenges
While neither Russia nor China look carefully at one another for examples of good practice-or common problems, in fact-both share many similar characteristics. China's post-1949 higher education system was largely copied from the Soviet model, with the emergence of many small specialized institutions linked to government ministries and a separation of research from teaching by delineating research as an activity mainly for the Academy of Science institutions and not for universities. The Soviet model, for the most part, did not benefit either country, in separating the training and education benefit of conducting research from the vast majority of students and teachers. At least, before its dissolution, the Soviet Union, at least, could claim a few top-ranking academy institutions and some universities.
In the immediate aftermath of the 1991 collapse of the Soviet system, however, higher education and research were drastically decoupled and underfunded, resulting in many top scientists leaving the country, and severely weakening the academic system. China's higher education development after 1949 was similarly unimpressive. The Cultural Revolution, which began in 1966 on Mao Tse-tung's orders, closed down all of higher education for a decade, basically destroying the system; and the intellectuals needed to sustain academic viability for any country.
China began to rebuild its higher education and research infrastructure in the 1980s, largely looking to Western, and especially to American, models. Massive resources were, and continue to be, put into the system, resulting in the development of some 100 research universities, with a dozen or so approaching world-class status. Russia did not promote such levels of investment in its higher education sector during this same period, causing a marked differentiation in global status of its higher education sector from that of China. In the past decade, however, the Russian government has developed several key initiatives, such as the creation of federal "flagship" universities and most recently a program to provide additional support to a group of 17 competitively selected universities, with the goal of having some of them enter the top 100 universities in the global rankings by 2020.
Using the Soviet model, both countries relied predominantly on the institutes of the Academy of Science for much of their research. Thus, the universities were largely excluded from research mission. For various reasons, including the integration of research into teaching and learning and economies of scale for the best use of the most talented academic staff, this model no longer works very well; but both countries have found it difficult to achieve reforms in this area, often due to the conservative nature of academic staff and the limited capacity of university facilities to absorb research initiatives. Moreover, academic salaries are quite low in both countries-at the bottom of a group of 28 countries recently analyzed. These low salaries make it difficult to recruit bright young people to the academic profession and make it necessary for many to hold more than one job.
Both Russia and China have paid little attention to the nonelite segments of their higher education systems, with the result that quality tends to be low. Both countries rely on the questionable system of admitting the best-qualified students-as determined by one-off high stakes examinations-to universities based on a state allocation of seats at low or free tuition levels, then filling out their classrooms with students who are not as well qualified but who pay a much higher tuition-thus helping to balance the budget but creating quality variations and other inefficiencies in the system.
Brazil: For-Profits and Provincialism
Like much of Latin America, more than 80 percent of Brazilian postsecondary students attend private institutions, most of which are for-profit and of variable quality. Similar to the almost regressive admission and financing policies in China and Russia, the top students in Brazil choose to go to public universities, where tuition is free and entry standards frequently quite high. Thus, students from wealthy families, which can afford private secondary schools and coaching classes, get access to the best and least expensive higher education, while lower socioeconomic status students pay more for lower quality. Further, Brazil has paid little attention to building high-quality universities or competing globally, often attributing this gap in global or regional recognition on the language barriers caused by working-teaching, conducting research, and publishing-in Portuguese. The lack of English-language publications, in particular, is a barrier for China and Russia, as well, in this regard. An exception to this generalization is São Paulo, Brazil's richest state, with several of Latin America's top research universities.
India Slowly Emerging
There is much debate in India concerning the country's "demographic dividend"-a large population of young and While neither Russia nor China look carefully at one another for examples of good practice-or common problems, in fact-both share many similar characteristics.
potentially highly productive people failing to be properly educated or prepared for a 21st century globally engaged economy by a poor quality and inadequate higher education establishment. It is universally agreed that the overall quality of India's universities and colleges is poor, and this is reflected by the fact that few Indian institutions appear in any of the league tables and none are highly ranked. India's governmental authorities, at both the state and central levels, have invested comparatively little in higher education, and there has been no strategy for harnessing higher education to development goals. India has the potential advantage of using English as the medium of instruction for more than half of the higher education system, but the country has no internationalization strategy.
BRIC Realities
There are some realities that are shared by at least some of the BRIC nations, although the details vary and there are few, if any, common strategies in place or even suggested. Among these are:
• All of the BRIC countries have serious problems of internal university management and governance. None has a pattern of shared governance that most deem necessary for academic success, particularly for research universities. Internal governance tends to be highly bureaucratic and very often rather inefficient.
• Public universities in the BRIC countries are subject to often rigid government control, leaving little scope for institutional autonomy or creativity. Politics often enters into academic decisions-in China often ideological in nature, while in India, Russia, and Brazil politics may be linked to local issues or particular political agendas.
• The academic profession faces significant challenges. In China and Russia, salaries are extraordinarily low for most, while a few top researchers are able to obtain decent remuneration. Plagiarism and other misconduct remains a concern.
• Equity of access and success in each of these countries is problematic, as few resources are focused on providing students from lower socioeconomic groups, rural areas, or other underrepresented group avenues for achievement in higher education. Moreover, the regressive nature of dualtrack enrollments and high-stakes entry examinations ensure that the elites will continue to reap the rewards of the higher education sector-at little or no cost-while forcing poorer students and those with less access to quality secondary education to subsidize the elites, through taxation and the paying of tuition and fees.
A Discussion of Realities
Without doubt, the four BRIC countries are important players globally. All are large countries with considerable higher education capacity. China has achieved much, and the other three have considerable potential and some important successes. All, except Russia, have rapidly expanding higher education systems and face challenges of serving a larger proportion of their young people.
Yet, in fact, there is little in common among them. Indeed, each of these four countries has emerged from significantly different pasts-politically, socially, and economically-and face rather different current realities. It is not evident that their challenges are in any significant way common. Indeed, it is possible that by grouping these countries together, we do a disservice to each by envisioning common realities that are unrealistic and not helpful to solving the genuine and different challenges faced by each. So far, each of these countries has looked in different directions for insights and is developing different responses to their current challenges-with a common thread that, perhaps with the exception of Brazil, all have looked to the major mainly English-speaking academic systems.
We question, then, the utility and validity of talking about the BRICs in understanding the comparative realities of global higher education. Does the concept shed light on the higher education experience of other emerging economies? Not really. Do they offer any collective insights unique from what can be learned in other country contexts?
Again, not really. Chile, Mexico, Korea, Nigeria, Poland, and others are all countries with important higher education reform histories that provide useful comparative contexts for understanding what has been done and what might work for others.
We wonder if this focus on the BRICs gives credence to an idea of a bloc experience that is not supported by each country's individual reality. So, we posit here, that perhaps it is time to stop talking about the BRIC bloc as if there is anything significant in common among them. We should start anew with thinking about shared experiences and different approaches to higher education that can expand our thinking about what is possible for higher education to serve emerging and developing economies to the best of India's governmental authorities, at both the state and central levels, have invested comparatively little in higher education, and there has been no strategy for harnessing higher education to development goals. its abilities. (This article has appeared in Change and is reprinted here with permission). I s affirmative action in higher education on its way out? If you take a global perspective, the answer is "no." In April 2014, the US Supreme Court's decision in Schuette v. Coalition to Defend Affirmative Action reinforced a common perception that affirmative action will not be around for much longer. Schuette makes it even more difficult for some American colleges and universities to engage in affirmative action by affirming the constitutionality of state ballot initiatives that ban affirmative action programs. Yet about one quarter of the countries of the world have some form of affirmative action in student admissions into higher education, and many of these programs have emerged over the last 25 years. This is just one of the findings drawn from a new country-by-country database on affirmative action for students in higher education worldwide. Three significant patterns emerge from these data. First, as noted above, affirmative action policies have expanded globally in the last quarter century. A second finding is the salience of gender. Gender is the most prominent demographic category used for eligibility for affirmative action, rivaling race, ethnicity, and class/income. A third trend is that institutions of higher education and governments have been experimenting with race-neutral affirmative action policies or multifaceted notions of disadvantage, in response to legislative threats, legal challenges, or social criticism.
Countries That Have Affirmative Action
About one quarter of nations across the world use some form of affirmative action for student admissions into higher education. Although these policies go by many names-affirmative action, reservations, alternative access, positive discrimination-all are efforts to increase the numbers of underrepresented students in higher education. Various institutions or governments on six continents (Africa, Asia, Australia/Oceania, Europe, North America, and South America) have programs to expand admissions of nondominant groups on the basis of race, gender, ethnicity, class, geography, or type of high school.
Several combine these categories. These combinations show that policies to offset racism or other forms of xenophobia can complement policies to fight economic disadvantages. Although some nations-such as India, Tanzania, and the United States-have had affirmative action policies and programs for a longer time period, most programs for students in higher education started in the 1990s or 2000s.
Gender a Popular Policy Target
Another finding is the popularity of policies targeting women. These policies may get less attention in some cases than those targeting underrepresented racial or ethnic groups, but they increasingly dominate the affirmative action landscape. Programs that started more recently are more likely to include women. Even more countries have programs to advance schooling for girls. More countries have genderconscious affirmative action than any other type of policy target. When women are overrepresented in colleges and universities, some of these affirmative action policies are specific to certain fields in which women remain underrepresented.
The next most popular foci for affirmative action efforts are ethnicity (including policies organized by ethno-regions) and class (which is also sometimes conceptualized by residence, namely areas determined to be underprivileged). Less prevalent are policies based on race or disability, and rarest of all are caste-based policies, although their implementation in India means that the population of students eligible for caste-based affirmative action is substantial.
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About one quarter of the countries of the world have some form of affirmative action in student admissions into higher education, and many of these programs have emerged over the last 25 years.
Beyond Race
Programs in several countries target multiple forms of social inequality and avoid solely race-conscious policies. Brazilian affirmative action is race-conscious but also includes other students considered to be disadvantaged, such as graduates of government secondary schools or students with low-family income. Even South Africa, only free from apartheid for two decades, has some alternate access programs that have begun admitting disadvantaged white students, and other admissions programs consider a range of socioeconomic indicators related to housing, schooling, and family circumstances.
Some policies attempt to combine poverty with other indicators of disadvantage to select students, such as French policies prioritizing and recruiting from low-income neighborhoods or schools, based in ZEPs (Zones d'Education Prioritaire, or priority education areas). An inverse strategy to achieve similar ends excludes the wealthy, as in India's policy of skimming the economic "creamy layer" of more prosperous individuals from eligibility for reserved seats for the groups officially designated as "Other Backward Classes"-a category that already combines both caste-and class-conscious criteria. Israel has successfully integrated ethnicity/nationality and socioeconomic status as targets of affirmative action programs aimed at diversifying selective higher education institutions. Admissions categories focus on the structural challenges students face based on living in disadvantaged neighborhoods and attending low-quality secondary schools.
Implications
What are the implications of these international policy examples for countering social inequality in higher education? Affirmative action is not a comprehensive solution for poverty or discrimination, but systems of higher education can provide more equitable chances for impoverished or underrepresented students to attend selective colleges and universities. Indices, zones, and other measures are not replacing the role of race, ethnicity, or gender in welldesigned affirmative action programs but are increasingly combined with these categories.
So long as past or present racism, casteism, sexism, or other barriers shape opportunities in a particular society, equity policies can be better designed to reflect and counteract the way multiple forms of disadvantage intersect in the lives of students. Whether motivated by a desire to increase access, expand diversity, or simply recalibrate existing policies in response to court rulings or state referenda, administrators and policymakers should look abroad for ideas. Affirmative action is alive and well-and indeed increasing-around the world. T here have been debates around the social impact of tertiary education in developing countries for decades. In the late 1980s, a series of studies commissioned by the World Bank seemed to indicate that, in developing contexts, investment in tertiary education would yield a much lower social return than that in lower levels of education. In contexts where primary education was scarce and illiteracy was rampant, there was a clear economic argument for prioritizing basic education to fuel economic growth. These economic arguments were also supported by social justice concerns that emphasized the ways in which university admissions processes disadvantaged marginalized groups. In contexts where only a small proportion of the population reaches university, advocates for prioritizing funding for primary education have long argued that public support for higher education is likely to perpetuate socioeconomic divisions within society. Although these concerns were valid in many contexts, the unfortunate result was a reduction in both international aid and domestic funding for tertiary education in many low-income contexts, a decision that triggered a "crisis of quality" across the sector.
However, shifts in the nature of production associated with globalization and the rise of the "knowledge economy," as well as increasing demand as a result of expanding primary and secondary enrollment, have redirected international attention to the importance of tertiary education in development. Development agencies and national governments are now considering renewing their financial commitment to tertiary education; and, as a result, the question of impact has returned to the discourse. In line with these developments, the Institute of Education, University of London, was recently commissioned by the UK Department for International Development to complete a rigorous review of the evidence of how tertiary education impacts development in lower-income contexts. Although the findings of the review may not always be surprising for those working in the field of international higher education, a number of important social functions of the university have been highlighted that have not been sufficiently emphasized in debates around public funding for tertiary education in the developing world.
Economic Benefits
In terms of the economic benefits of tertiary education, the review yielded some significant and, in some ways, unexpected findings. The most robust finding was the clear impact that tertiary education appears to have on the individual earnings of graduates. Although this may appear an obvious point, there has not always been a strong relationship between higher education and higher earnings in low-income contexts. However, the findings of the review suggest that, as increasing numbers of young people access lower levels of education, the earnings of higher education graduates have also increased. The review also yielded important evidence of the impact of higher education on economic growth (typically measured as per capita gross domestic product). Given the mixed evidence in the literature around the respective contribution of different levels of education to economic growth, there is clear link between the proportion of individuals with higher education and growth; and some studies suggest that tertiary education may have a greater impact on growth than lower levels.
Noneconomic Benefits
In addition to economic benefits, the review also highlighted the substantial noneconomic benefits that tertiary education contributes to society. Although the evidence is limited, what exists clearly demonstrates that tertiary education has a positive effect on individual graduate capabilities in a range of different areas-including political participation, health and nutrition, and women's empowerment. The review also identified a number of studies that demonstrate how tertiary education strengthens institutions-such as civil society organizations, governments, and public services-and positively impacts social norms and attitudes toward concepts such as democracy and environmental protection.
Gaps in the Evidence
Overall, the review exposed a significant lack of robust empirical evidence of impact in less-resourced contexts. Although there is a lot of literature that discusses impact, much of it is normative. From an initial list of nearly 7,000 titles, only 99 studies were included in the final synthesis. Within the existing literature, the body of evidence relating to the economic benefits of tertiary education is substantially larger than that relating to the noneconomic benefits. More research is clearly needed into the ways in which tertiary education contributes to human development in lowincome contexts beyond measures of economic growth.
There is also a clear gap in the evidence around the ways in which different conditions affect impact. While many studies investigate the way that tertiary institutions and systems function, very few consider how the manner in which institutions function impacts development. For example, there is little evidence of how public versus private provision-or how particular models of curriculum or modes of delivery (e.g., distance education versus face-to-face)-influence developmental outcomes. There is also little evidence of the impact of changes in other mediating conditions, such as the nature of the job market or the policy environment. Without evidence of how different conditions affect development outcomes, external agencies and national governments run the risk of supporting interventions and reforms that may not ultimately make a positive contribution. Conditions likely to act as barriers to impact include: insufficient primary and secondary education; low quality of teaching and research; limited academic freedom; and inequality of access and opportunities within the tertiary sector. As these conditions are often the norm in low-income contexts, the lack of impact observed in some of the included studies is likely to be the result of such barriers. A supplementary overview of studies assessing interventions funded by external agencies suggests that the most frequent intervention models do not directly address the principal barriers to impact. This finding carries significant implications for reform efforts across the developing world.
In recent years, widespread interest in revitalizing tertiary institutions in low-income contexts has been expressed. This interest has largely been inspired by the notion that tertiary education can be an "engine of development" and reflects an understanding that circumstances are Number 77: Fall 2014 These economic arguments were also supported by social justice concerns that emphasized the ways in which university admissions processes disadvantaged marginalized groups.
changing in many lower-income contexts. As increasing numbers of young people complete primary and secondary education-and as the youth population surges across the globe-tertiary education is positioned as being crucial for economic development. This review supports such assertions. However, it also highlights the diverse noneconomic benefits that should also be acknowledged and considered in the development of policy. T he international branch campus has become a symbol of higher education internationalization in recent years. Perhaps because the dominant exporting countries have been the United Kingdom, the United States, and Australia, many people assume that the higher education export flows from developed countries to developing countries, in a West-to-East fashion. However, using data from the Cross-Border Education Research Team (C-BERT) at the University at Albany, State University of New York alongside an economic framework provided by the World Economic Forum, we look at the distribution of international branch campuses around the world. There are distinct patterns between host and home countries and the interests countries have for establishing international branch campuses are connected to economic competitiveness.
World Economic Forum's Global Competitive Index
Since its development in 2004, the World Economic Forum's global competitive index has been widely used to measure and compare countries' productivity and economic prosperity. It uses 12 competitive index measures, to categorize countries into three types of economies. The index measures are designed to describe economic competitiveness in a country more accurately than the controversial categories of developing or emerging countries.
The first four pillars-institutions, infrastructure, macroeconomic environment, and health and primary education-create factor-driven economies. Fifty-eight countries belong to this category where they use low wages and natural resources for competitive advantage. A second category of 53 efficiency-driven economies are determined by six different pillars: higher education and training, good-market efficiency, labor-market efficiency, financial market efficiency, technology readiness, and market size. These countries compete through the development of a skilled workforce and increased product quality. Finally, innovation-driven economies rely on the two pillars of business sophistication and innovation, to boost their economic development. Thirty-six countries are innovation-driven economies that have advanced production processes and the capacity to create unique products.
Since higher education competitiveness is one indicator of a country's economic competitiveness, the former usually reflects the latter, but that is not always the case. For instance, Bahrain is listed as an innovation-driven economy, but its higher education competitiveness is ranked 53rd among the 147 countries. Barbados, Estonia, Lithuania, Costa Rica, Poland, Chile, and Latvia are efficiency-driven economies, but their higher education competitiveness is on par with that of innovation-driven economies. In the same vein, Saudi Arabia, Brunei, Sri Lanka, Philippines, Venezuela, and Armenia are factor-driven economies with more competitive higher education than many efficiencydriven economies.
International Branch Campuses
C-BERT has identified 201 international branch campuses in operation worldwide. Using the World Economic Forum framework, we grouped these campuses into 9 categories based on the classification of the home and host countries, as either factor-, efficiency-, or innovation-driven economies.
There are a total of 12 international branch campuses established by 5 factor-driven economies-including India, Iran, Pakistan, Philippines, and Venezuela. All the factordriven economies establish their branch campuses in innovation-driven economies, rather than factor-driven or efficiency-driven economies. United Arab Emirates (UAE) is the biggest importer, hosting eight of such international branch campuses, while India becomes the biggest factordriven exporting economy, having 9 branch campuses worldwide, mainly in UAE.
Seven efficiency-driven economies have opened a total of 21 international branch campuses. These countries include China, Malaysia, Russia, Chile, Mexico, Lebanon, and Estonia. Unlike the factor-driven economies, such campuses from efficiency-driven economies are roughly evenly distributed among the three types of economies: 7 branch campuses are established in factor-driven economies, 8 in efficiency-driven economies, and 6 in innovation-driven economies. It is noteworthy that these efficiency-driven economies tend to establish the campuses in their neighboring countries or within the same region. For example, Russia has branch campuses in Armenia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Tajikistan, which were part of the former Soviet Union. When neighboring countries have a less-competitive higher education sector and share similar culture and language, they are less risky as hosts compared to more far-flung locations.
The majority of international branch campuses, however, are established by innovation-driven economies: 168 out of a total of 201 such campuses worldwide. The innovation driven economies of the United States, United Kingdom, France, and Australia are the biggest exporters of higher education. United States alone has 77 branch campuses worldwide, more than the number established by the United Kingdom, France, and Australia combined. Only 11 of these international branch campuses are established in factor-driven economies, while 66 are established in efficiency-driven economies and 91 are established among innovation-driven economies. Among these branch campuses worldwide, export from innovation economy to innovation economy is therefore the most common form of them.
The United Arab Emirates, Singapore, and Qatar are the major innovation economies that host international branch campuses. These three countries aspire to become regional hubs by providing preferential policies for foreign institutions. China and Malaysia are the major efficiencydriven economies that import higher education from innovation countries. The Chinese government encourages the "bring in" of foreign education in order to improve its own higher education quality and plans to host another 5 to 10 international branch campuses in the following decade. Malaysia aspires to become a regional hub by inviting foreign institutions to open branch campuses in hubs at Iskandar and Kuala Lumpur Education City.
Conclusion
Our focus here is not on specific countries and their interests in the international branch campuses phenomenon, but the patterns suggested by this worldwide distribution under the World Economic Forum framework. The analysis presents a picture of institutional mobility, different from an outdated model that presumes flows are predominately from developed to developing countries. The majority of international branch campuses have been established between innovation-driven economies, as well as some factor-driven and efficiency-driven economies extending their presence into innovation-driven economies. It is important to understand the myriad of reasons why emerging economies welcome such campuses, and how this might reflect national development agendas. Unmet demand for education and an emphasis on building a competitive workforce are often combined with regulatory incentives that encourage foreign investment in the direct provision of education. The multinational university may reflect the innovation economy's dominant entrepreneurial response to this scenario. their own schedules. The length of their visits varies, ranging from several months to a few years. While some visit by themselves, others travel with their family members. Some are junior academics, while others are senior professors. Their previous international academic experiences also may vary. Despite the fact that there are large numbers of visiting scholars globally, they have received only limited attention.
International Visiting Scholars: Brain-Circulation and Internationalization

Yukiko Shimmi
The application procedures and the fees to become visiting scholars vary between institutions, departments, and even between academic programs. Some universities offer programs that provide events, seminars, and other support for international visiting scholars, while other universities provide close to no services. International visiting scholars often rely on one or more funding sources, including their home and host institutions, governmental or private grants, fellowships, or scholarships; they sometimes also use their own savings to supplement their income, while living abroad. Due to the variances in scholars' backgrounds and situations, the experiences of international visiting scholars can be quite different for several ones.
Though some countries or individual fellowship programs report the number of visiting scholars, most countries do not report any information on the number of visiting scholars. In fact, UNESCO and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development do not report data, regarding the number of international scholars in their annual reports. As for the trend of international visiting scholars in the United States, it is useful to understand the differences and trends of the three categories of J-1 exchange visitor visas in the United States: professors and research scholars are each allowed to stay for six months to five years, and short-term scholars are allowed to stay for less than six months. While this broader group of scholars on J-1 visas does not precisely match the characteristics of the group I-studied with academic afflictions, this data provides a trend of the group of people who largely overlaps the population of international visiting scholars.
The Institute of International Education reported in 2011 that there were 1,369 professors, 26,370 researchers, and 18,106 short-term scholars on a J-1 visa in 2009 in the United States. Chinese visiting scholars were the largest group in all three categories, and this number has dramatically increased recently. India also moderately increased numbers of scholars during the same time period. On the other hand, most other leading countries in sending J-1 scholars-including South Korea, Japan, Germany, Italy, France, Brazil, and Spain-decreased numbers of research scholars, while increasing the number of short-term scholars. Though there are some differences by country of origin, a trend seems to be that the number of short-term visits is increasing in relation to that of long-term visits.
Flexibility: Opportunities or Challenges?
Since international visiting scholars usually do not have specific obligations at their host universities, they are very flexible regarding their activities during the visits. They can enjoy the opportunities at the host universities by utilizing their physical presence to use library resources, audit courses, participate in seminars, and interact scholars and students. While many of them use their time to engage in their individual research, some might participate in collaborative research projects with scholars at the host universities. They can also be involved in teaching activities at the host universities or work on institutional relations between the home and host universities.
While to a great extent scholars can decide on what activities they want to engage in during their visits, the lack of structure might be challenging to some of them. Scholars must take initiative in actively seeking out opportunities at host universities; otherwise, they likely will underutilize the opportunities. They can easily feel isolated from the community of the host university, unless they consciously try to interact with other scholars. Although there is institutional support for international visiting scholars to promote interactions with other scholars and students at some universities, these arrangements often rely on individual scholars. Finding opportunities for interaction can be especially challenging for scholars who have not had previous international academic experiences or existing networks with scholars at host universities, as well as for those who are not comfortable using the native language of the host country. This issue can be especially relevant for scholars in humanities and social sciences who do not work in labs that allow scholars to see other members on a daily basis.
Brain Circulation and Internationalization
The importance of studying and serving this population can be discussed from the perspective of brain-circulation and internationalization. International visiting scholars who temporarily visit host countries, and then return to their home countries are considered one form of short-term brain circulation. Unlike brain drain or brain gain, brain circulation emphasizes the potential benefits for both the sending and receiving countries as a consequence of the continuous and circular moves of scholars. Previous studies have discussed the benefits of short-term brain circulation, such as the development of international scholarly networks, knowledge transfer and exchange, and the addition of human capital through return mobility. In order to fully realize the potential benefits from the circular moves of the international visiting scholars, further studies and policy arrangements on the population are crucial.
From the perspective of the internationalization of higher education, international visiting scholars are relevant in some key approaches in internationalizing universities. As participants in the international scholarly exchanges at universities, they can potentially stimulate international connections of scholars at universities in other countries. They might also engage in international research collaborations during their visits. In addition, their international experiences create important learning opportunities to broaden their professional and personal perspectives. As faculty members, their international academic experiences could influence university education through their instruction and curriculum, which directly or indirectly affects the education of their students. At universities that host international visiting scholars, they can be resources for internationalization by effectively integrating themselves in the community.
Although brain circulation and internationalization highlight potential uses of international visiting scholars, current institutional and national initiatives have not paid much attention to international scholar exchange-as compared with international student exchange. Although there are some governmental initiatives for international visiting scholars, such as Fulbright visiting scholar programs or the China Scholarship Council, many international visiting scholars move individually with little relevance to the institutional and national policies on the internationalization of higher education. The development of a more coordinated system of scholarly exchange through international visiting scholars will be meaningful-not only for the individual scholars but also for the institutions to enhance the research and teaching capacities, as well as the overall internationalization of the universities. S tudent mobility is at the heart of higher education globalization. While massive open online courses (MOOCs), branch campuses, and education hubs may be au courant, students who cross borders to study remain the single, most-important element of internationalization. Over 4.3 million students studied abroad in 2011, more than double the number of mobile students a decade earlier. Based on the large majority for degrees, however, many stay for a semester or year of overseas experience. The flow of international students is mainly from South to North, and particularly from Asia to the main English-speaking academic powerhouses of the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and Australia, although large numbers also study in France, Germany, and other countries.
Contrary to popular wisdom, the majority of these students are self-sponsored-they shoulder the entire cost of their education-often bringing large amounts of money to the major host countries and their universities. At the same time, they are costing their families and their country's balance of payments large sums. Overseas study is now big business, with the United Kingdom and the United States each earning around US$24 billion per annum. International mobility is a significant expense for the sending countries, mainly for the students and their families and to some extent for governments.
Why do students study abroad? The reasons are manifold and include obtaining knowledge-and credentialsunavailable at home, gaining the prestige of a foreign degree, gaining access abroad when the doors may be closed at home, and, of course, emigration. For example, about 80 percent of overseas students obtaining doctoral degrees in the United States, from both China and India, do not return home immediately after graduation.
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From the perspective of the internationalization of higher education, international visiting scholars are relevant in some key approaches in internationalizing universities.
Contemporary Trends
There are a number of discernible trends in the world of global student mobility. Among these are:
• The commercialization of international mobility: Host countries increasingly see international students as revenue generators. The United Kingdom and Australia have been most aggressive in this respect-charging overseas students higher fees than domestic students (except for students from the Bologna countries in Britain's case) in the hope of earning income for cash-strapped higher education systems. At least two American states, New York and Washington, and many universities, have identified foreign students as income generators. State legislators in Washington have proposed adding a 20 percent surcharge to international students' tuition fees. At two well-known universities in the midwest United States, international students pay additional fees beyond tuition.
• The expansion of undergraduate mobility: Traditionally, most students studying abroad were postgraduate or professional students. These still constitute the large majority, but the biggest growth area is among undergraduate students. In the United States, international undergraduate enrollments outpaced graduate enrollments for the first time in 2011, with the gap continuing to grow.
• The ongoing commitment of Europe to student mobility: The European Union stands out globally as a region, where the mobility of students and staff is a high priority for policymakers. Notable evidence of this is the European Union's newly launched "Erasmus+" program, with a budget of €14.7 billion, which aims to provide opportunities for over 4 million Europeans to study, train, gain work experience, and volunteer abroad, in the period 2014-2020. However, there are immense differences across Europe in terms of national-level policies, support mechanisms, and practical outcomes of student mobility initiatives. These discrepancies across the region have been exacerbated by the economic crisis of recent years, which has posed particularly difficult challenges to many European countries trying to expand, and even sustain, tertiary education mobility opportunities for their citizens.
• More diverse geographical patterns of mobility: While global mobility remains mostly a South to North phenomenon, flows have become more varied and complex. Several sending countries have become receiving nations as well. An example is Malaysia, which hosts approximately 58,000 international students and has positioned itself as an "education hub," while at the same time 54,000 Malaysians study abroad. Singapore and Hong Kong are hubs as well. Egypt hosts students from elsewhere in the Islamic world. China, the world's largest sending country, also hosts 77,000 international students, a significant portion of them taking advantage of government scholarships to study for free.
National Scholarship Programs
Our recent research, sponsored by the British Council and the Deutsche Akademische Austauchdienst (Germany Academic Exchange Service), looks at government-funded, outward-mobility scholarships in 11 countries-Brazil, China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Mexico, Pakistan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and Vietnam. Key questions include: Why are they established? How are they administered and funded? Who participates? And what impact are they having? Preliminary results reveal both similarities and differences in approaches.
In terms of scale, Brazil, Saudi Arabia, and China have made the largest commitments. Brazil's Ciência sem Fronteiras (Science Without Borders) program, launched in 2011, aims to send a total of 101,000 graduate and undergraduate students abroad, for full-and partial-degree training, by 2015.
Saudi Arabia's King Abdullah Scholarship Program is even more ambitious. It is providing full-degree scholarships for more than 164,000 students, the majority of whom study in the United States. It is funded through 2020.
Since 2007, China has created doctoral, master's, and bachelor's scholarships that send approximately 11,000 students abroad each year. No end dates have been announced for these programs, meaning their numbers could dwarf the Brazil and Saudi Arabia schemes in time.
In each of the remaining countries, we are studying mobility scholarship totals that equal around 1,000 per year. India was the lone exception. Despite enrolling more than 20 million students and being the world's third-largest tertiary education system-behind China and the United States-its national government funds just one program that sends 30 students from underrepresented groups abroad each year, to pursue master's and doctoral studies.
When examining why countries establish study abroad scholarships, similar motivations emerged. Most common was an interest in developing expertise in key fields, mostly Contrary to popular wisdom, the majority of these students are self-sponsored-they shoulder the entire cost of their education-often bringing large amounts of money to the major host countries and their universities.
science and technology related, that were either unavailable or of poor quality at the countries' own universities. This motivation was not surprising-given that, to differing degrees, all of the countries in our study are striving to improve economic growth and global competitiveness.
Another shared goal is improvement of government and education infrastructure. Indonesia and Vietnam, for example, sponsor grants that send current and prospective university educators abroad for doctoral-degree training; in both countries, few academics hold doctorates. Indonesia's SPIRIT scholarships provide study grants to government workers in 11 national agencies, with the goal of improving civic regulations and human resources. China's new master's and doctoral scholarships were developed in an effort to increase collaboration with universities abroad, contribute to improvements in teaching and research, and encourage administrative reform. In every country, government scholarships are also touted as a way to support outstanding students, advance their career prospects, and improve their communication skills, especially in English.
Who is receiving these government scholarships? Our research did not collect demographic data that would allow for a refined examination of participation by sex, age, ethnicity, or socioeconomic status. In general, however, participation closely correlates with a program's goals. In China, for example, applicants for scholarships, intended to help build elite universities, must themselves be enrolled at China's top institutions. Only current government workers in Indonesia may apply for scholarships geared toward promoting civic reform. Otherwise, we found that admissions criteria are generally clear, nondiscriminatory, and merit based.
How scholarship programs are administered differs between and within countries. In some cases, they are managed by the ministry of education. In others, they are coorganized between a government office and university or an organization, such as the British Council, that is affiliated with a foreign government. A more recent and popular model, especially for large programs, is oversight by a government-affiliated nonprofit organization. For example, in the case of Kazakhstan, prior to 2005, its Ministry of Education and Science managed Bolashak, the country's flagship outward mobility scholarship but contracted with agencies from other countries-to help identifying host institutions and preparing scholarship recipients for their study experience. Following an audit revealing inefficiencies in this approach, the Center for International Programs, a joint-stock Kazakh company, was founded and today oversees day-today operations.
Our research revealed that governments predominately fund outward mobility scholarships themselves. Egypt and Pakistan are two exceptions. Both countries sponsor a number of small-scale awards, principally to support graduate study, but often in partnership with foreign governments or organizations that underwrite some or all of the scholarships' costs.
While government-sponsored outward mobility scholarships support only a small proportion of the world's international students, they constitute a significant source of funding. In an attempt to maximize their investment and limit brain drain, many countries now require that recipients return home to work following their studies. China, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Russia, and Vietnam, among others, have all instituted return-to-work/study requirements, with sizable penalties for breeching a contract.
With 100s-sometimes 1,000s-of better-educated citizens returning home each year, outward mobility scholarships are clearly having an impact on the countries that sponsor them. Yet, assessing the impact is hard to gaugein part because few countries have established formal procedures for measuring results, beyond counting program alumni.
Nevertheless, the fact that the number of these programs is increasing suggests that countries believe their impact exceeds their cost. If nothing else, they represent an expedient way for countries with poor or limited domestic educational opportunities to invest in areas of critical knowledge need; promote institutional reform; improve communications and connections with people and organizations abroad; and support their best and brightest. They may also be symbolically important, representing a country's overt (publicly funded) effort to engage with the global higher education and knowledge communities. This may be seen as a small-scale, yet, crucial aspect of national development strategies today.
Conclusion
Today, outward mobility scholarships are an increasingly common aspect of the complex and expanding globalization landscape. While the benefits of overseas study scholarships accrue directly to individuals, a private good, an increase in the number of nations deploying them implies they are also understood to be a worthy investment in the public good.
When examining why countries establish study abroad scholarships, similar motivations emerged.
Our research indicates that, in general, outward mobility schemes do produce positive benefits at multiple levels: individual, institutional, and national. The experiences of the countries we studied also show that careful upfront analysis is needed to make smart decisions regarding goals and outcomes, important precursors to a program's form and function, and that effective administration, to include attention to return and reentry issues, is central to a program's ultimate success. In short, a complex set of factors, unique to each country, must be considered in developing a program that is successful in meeting its intended goals. A dvances in technology, the growing diversity of our population, and the influences of globalization are precipitating dramatic changes in the policy and practice of higher education and graduate study, in particular. In the past few years there has been a steady increase in the number of graduate students engaged in studying abroad and of programs and disciplines offering these opportunities. Increasingly, higher education institutions see study abroad as an important means of internationalization. In the United States, many professional schools and graduate programs are creating international experiences that range from short-term, faculty-led programs, independent study, and research, to joint and dual degree programs. In other countries, postgraduate study abroad places more emphasis on individual approaches. Despite this increased activity, we know very little about the nature of these experiences and student learning outcomes.
Differences in Graduate and Undergraduate Study Abroad
While similar in some respects to undergraduate study abroad, graduate level study abroad should represent a fundamentally different experience. As adult learners, graduate students often bring years of professional work and life experience to their graduate study, and tend to be more mature than undergraduate students. The average age of a graduate student in the United States is 34 years, at least 10 years older than the typical undergraduate student. Graduate programs are typically more specialized and focused on professional disciplines-such as education, law, medicine, business, or social work. These differences have important implications for the design, facilitation, and assessment of international experiences for graduate students. So what is graduate study abroad like?
New Research on Graduate Study Abroad
A new project-the Graduate Learning Experiences and Outcomes study, led by Michigan State University-focuses on understanding the landscape of international learning opportunities offered at the graduate level. This past year an online survey was administered to 15 US research institutions in the Midwest and New York University, providing information on 172 faculty-led group experiences for graduate students. Study findings indicate that graduate and professional students participate in a diverse set of experiences, across an array of academic disciplines. Programs include a mix of students with different levels of educational preparation, with about half being restricted to students at the graduate level. These programs also tend to be less than four weeks in length and made up of 6 to 20 students. Very few programs have a foreign-language requirement for participation. Most programs are offered for academic credit and receive support from their institution's study-abroad office. By and large, students are expected to contribute some or all of the program costs; and while financial support by an organization in the host country is very rare, most programs do partner with organizations in the host country, such as health clinics and hospitals, universities, businesses, and local nonprofits.
Students participating in these programs go to 59 different countries, but, by far, China is the most frequent destination followed by France, Brazil, Germany, Italy, England, Argentina, South Africa, Japan, Ghana, and India. While in country, students stay in local hotels or other tourist accommodations, such as bed and breakfasts. They participate in a wide variety of activities, including lectures and presentations and a range of experiential activities-including community engagement, academic field trips, cultural field trips, research, service, volunteer work, group discussions, and guided observations, often augmented with "alone time" and reflective activities at the group or individual level. Faculty reported they lead programs so they can collaborate with other faculty abroad, help students prepare for international careers, create a global presence for the university, develop global partnerships, increase the number of students going abroad, and help students challenge their perceptions. Their choice of country reflects their passion for a particular region or country.
Trends and Trade-Offs
Graduate-level study abroad is becoming increasingly common and an important means of internationalizing higher education. As evident from the Graduate Learning Experiences and Outcomes study, in the United States, study abroad at the graduate level tends to be small groups of graduate students led by faculty for no more than three or four weeks. The short length of time in the host country shapes the types of opportunities that are possible. When programs are structured so that the group always travels together and stays in hotels or tourist lodging, the opportunity to challenge one's perspective may be limited. While this arrangement may limit immersion by participants in the host culture, it does provide a 24/7 "within group" experience that may be very powerful personally and professionally for the participating graduate students. The potential for deep learning is magnified when participants in these groups represent different disciplines and nationalities.
Future Research
But what makes study abroad a graduate-level experience? Why should graduate programs bother with creating and implementing such experiences for their students? While professional development and global learning seem laudable outcomes for these programs, they alone do not seem to set graduate study abroad apart from undergraduate study abroad. Given the numbers of programs and students becoming involved, we need to know more about what distinguishes these activities as graduate level experiences. Research is needed to understand how these experiences contribute to graduate-level preparation, and how academic content and the disciplines might influence learning outcomes associated with these experiences. We need to know more about how growing numbers of international students participating in these programs are influencing the nature of the learning derived by all students. Finally, we need to know more about individual (versus group) experiences and international graduate study, comparatively, around the world. The individual research approach is prominent in many educational systems and we may gain valuable knowledge through learning how other countries structure such postgraduate work.
Conclusion
Graduate study-abroad experiences should compliment and deepen the learning that occurs within a student's graduate program. But what are the indicators of such experiences? How might we know if graduate study-abroad programs are truly achieving such outcomes or whether they are simply extensions of faculty-led short-term study-abroad programs at the undergraduate level? Given the dramatic changes on the horizon for graduate education, how might programs use international experiences to address the needs arising from these changes? Our work raises more questions than it provides answers, but hopefully these findings will provide the basis for an engaging exploration of the aims and scope of study abroad at the graduate level. "In the spring of 2013, the Worldwide Universities Network (WUN) commissioned a report to help university leaders think about the future of higher education. The network asked: what would the landscape of international higher education look like a generation from now? What challenges and opportunities lay ahead for universities, especially "global" research universities? In response, I convened a group of prominent historians from around the world to consider how universities in the past responded to major historical change. Specifically, I asked each to write a brief essay-identifying a "key moment" in the internationalization of higher education: a moment, when universities
In the United States, many professional schools and graduate programs are creating international experiences that range from short-term, faculty-led programs, independent study, and research, to joint and dual degree programs. B razil was one of the last countries in the Americas to develop higher education. As late as 1920, 400 years after the first Portuguese villages were founded in colonial Brazil, the country had not yet developed a comprehensive university. It was well behind other countries in the Americas-like Canada, the United States, and most of the former Spanish colonies-which had universities dating back to the colonial era. Brazil was not alone among former Portuguese colonies, though: Lusophone Africa, particularly Angola and Mozambique, had to wait until 1962 before the first universities were established; and only after independence, in the mid-1970s, those institutions actually started to develop more fully.
The first university to be established in Brazil with a clear research mission was the University of São Paulo, in 1934. In just 80 years since then, Brazil has developed a relatively large and sophisticated system of universities and other types of higher education institutions, of which about 100 are public universities (federal and state). This system is the source of most of the research performed and graduate degrees granted in Brazil, attracting growing numbers of students-from all over the Americas, from Lusophone Africa, from Europe, and from Eastern countries such as China and South Korea. The University of São Paulo itself has the largest international student body in Brazil, with over 1,300 graduate students from all over the world (2012), most of them (1,042 students) from Latin American countries, but also including groups from Angola (16 students) and Mozambique (28 students).
1930
As 1930 approached, Brazil was changing considerably, economically, and politically. Since 1889, when the political system changed to a republic, power had been shared between São Paulo, due to its role as main coffee producer and its nascent industry; and Minas Gerais, a state that had been an important political player since the colonial times, due to its mining industry (gold/minerals). By the 1920s, the Brazilian coffee industry had begun to decay, due to falling prices and international competition; and the financial markets' crisis of 1929 and its consequences had a very disrupting effect on a system already under severe stress. Those effects included a disruption of the democratic system, when the results of the 1930 presidential elections were contested and the losing coalition was the one that actually took power, at the end of that year.
The University of SÃo Paulo is born
Right after the change of government, new laws established the blueprint for future universities, putting forward rules that would determine the development of Brazilian higher education for the next 30 years. A new university was planned to be established in Rio de Janeiro (then the country´s capital), with 328 legal articles that detailed the new institution including courses it would offer. The era of the relative decentralized development of higher education of the early republican period was over, for good. Brazil would now follow a centralized model, similar to those of France and Italy. São Paulo, which by 1932 had already led a failed revolt against the federal government, calling for a new constitution (a promise of the new rulers), took a very different approach. Júlio de Mesquita Filho-publisher of the most important newspaper in São Paulo-argued that only by becoming the country's intellectual leader would the state regain its dominance. The state's governor, Armando Oliveira, was thus convinced to start a modern research university in the state's capital.
Fernando de Azevedo, who had worked earlier on a project commissioned by Mesquita about modern universities, quickly developed a plan for the new institution, and, within weeks, the University of São Paulo was founded (January, 1934) . In contrast to the very detailed federal law, the new university's founding document was just 54 articles long and proposed a liberal and decentralized structure for the new institution. The first item of the second article, which established the mission of the university, is very clear: it should "promote the advancement of science by means of research." Thus, Azevedo recruited intellectuals and scientists from Europe to form the young university´s faculty-among them scholars like Fernand Braudel and Claude Lévy-Strauss, who would become leaders in their fields after World War II. Many established scientists-such as Theodosius Dobzhansky, André Weil, and Richard Feynman-stayed for various periods in the next two decades, helping establish the new institution as the leading higher education center in the country.
The paulista enterprise has flourished. The University of São Paulo is the top university in all rankings among Latin American universities and one of the few from that continent that appears in international rankings. Brazil has developed a large group of public universities, reformed in the 1960s with the introduction of a US-inspired graduate education model. Brazil now leads Latin American countries in research and graduate education, being 13th in the world in the number of internationally published papers, with a share of 2.6 percent of the total world output. In 1980, Brazil´s share or the world´s published research was just 0.2 percent, indicating how fast the system has developed in just a few decades.
The Research University in 2030
Now, what would be the prospects for the research university of 2030 in Brazil? Just recently, the University of São Paulo has announced that it will start to offer massive open online courses, without any restriction regarding registration. The use of the results as credits is under debate, as it is at many universities around the world. The international trend of providing courses and even full programs, using online technology, is certainly one that the research universities will have to face; and that will likely be a very common component of most curricula very soon.
The on-campus student will still be there in 2030, certainly. However, more and more people will develop their own program paths without having to be in residence most of the time or having to restrict themselves to a single institution. One can see graduate education expanding even more and becoming more diversified (with more programs that go beyond the traditional academic degrees-master of science/PhD), with various distinct objectives. That will go along with a less-specialized undergraduate education, another trend that will evolve from the traditional Liberal Arts/General Education curriculum, which will need to be updated and adapted to a country like Brazil but will certainly have a place here and in other emergent economies. International scientific collaboration will certainly become even more common than it already is today.
Thus, despite a few gloomy predictions, the research university is well poised to remain a central actor in educational systems, its main roles being: enabling people to develop their full intellectual potential and keeping its status as the main source of innovative basic knowledge, as it has done for at least two centuries. With strikingly different cultural roots and higher learning heritages, China's attempt to integrate Chinese and Western ideas of a university is particularly illustrative. Although China is an old civilization with extraordinarily rich traditions in higher learning, modern universities are an imported concept for China. The ancient Chinese education system was established during the Yu period (2257-2208 BCE), and China's earliest institutions of higher learning appeared in the Western Zhou Dynasty (1046-771 BCE). The famous Jixia Academy was established 20 years before the Platonic Academy in Greece.
Long Road Ahead: Modernizing Chinese Universities
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The Logic of the Chinese System
Chinese higher education was evolved according to its own logic. By and large, it focused on the knowledge of human society rather than knowledge of the natural sciences. It generally disregarded knowledge about the rest of the world and confined the dissemination of knowledge to the provincial level. China's central focus was political utility, defined by the ruling classes and it thus started its higher learning The new university's founding document was just 54 articles long and proposed a liberal and decentralized structure for the new institution.
system with a fundamentally different relationship between the state and higher education. Whereas universities in the Western world sometimes (perhaps often) clashed with state power, institutions of higher education in China were loyal servants of the emperor and the aristocracy.
The imperial examinations and the academies were key elements of ancient Chinese higher learning. Designed for recruiting bureaucrats to ensure merit-based appointment of government officials, the imperial examinations dominated Chinese higher education up to 1905. The academies, which reached their peak during the Southern Song (1127-1279), were integrated into the government school system from the Yuan to Qing dynasties . Under the Qing dynasty (1644-1911), their aim shifted to preparing students for the imperial examinations. Autonomy and academic freedom-the definitive scholarly values of European universities, at least by the mid-19th century-were absent in the Chinese tradition.
Western Impact
With the international diffusion of the European model of the university after the Opium Wars (1839-1842, 1856-1860), China's institutions of higher education could have taken a lead in assimilating Western culture, science, and technology. Instead, most continued to train scholars with an encyclopedic knowledge of Confucian values but little knowledge of the outside world. Even after Western higher education models had demonstrated their strengths, China's communication with the West was largely (and intentionally) restricted in an attempt to preserve traditional culture and protect aristocratic authority.
Only gradually, in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, did this scholarly isolationism give way to a new era, in which China began to experiment with Western-style universities. The central purpose of China's modern higher education has been to combine Chinese and Western elements, to "indigenize" Western models, and to bring together aspects of both philosophical heritages. Yet, such markedly different cultural roots have led to continuous conflicts between traditional Chinese and new Western ideas of the university-and of "modernity" itself.
The late 1970s marked a key moment in the internationalization of higher education in China-when the country sought deliberately to break with the past and embrace a new future. Deng Xiaoping's strategy of "groping for stones to cross the river" sought to downplay ideological differences between China and the West. As a result, traditional values in higher education were often minimized in favor of higher education's contribution to economic growth. By the 1980s, China had incorporated a series of reforms taken from foreign models-including decentralization and marketization-without exploring the ideological foundations of these approaches. China's emphatic determination to separate the advanced knowledge of Western capitalist countries from what were still perceived as "decadent ideas" and a "bourgeois way of life" had overtones of the formula devised in Deng's early modernization efforts: "Chinese learning as the substance, Western techniques for their usefulness."
Since the 1990s, China's higher education policies have emphasized the quest for world-class universities. The Program for Education Reform and Development in China (1993), the Education Act of the People's Republic of China (1995), the 211 Project (initiated in 1995), the 985 Project (initiated in 1998), and the dramatic expansion of Chinese higher education starting from 1999 reflect a fervent desire to "catch up" with the West. This desire reflects larger changes in Chinese society, as China reforms its economy to adopt market principles. A desire for internationally competitive universities provides the impetus for China's best institutions to follow the lead of European and North American universities and embrace "international" norms. However, the notion of world-class status is imitative rather than indigenous. In striving for "international" standing, top Chinese universities compare themselves with Oxford and Yale but forget the long history of these institutionslet alone their own.
Contemporary Challenges
Today, Chinese universities routinely look to the most elite Western (often American) counterparts for standards, policy innovations, and solutions to their own development problems. This is particularly the case for the most prestigious universities. For example, personnel reforms at Peking University in the mid-2000s were patterned entirely after the perceived US experience. The reformers cited Harvard and Stanford almost exclusively to legitimize their policy moves. But the grafting of American policies onto Chinese university structures has often ignored important cultural differences. The wholesale adoption of US plans was not appropriate-indeed, not possible-in a culture with strikingly different cultural values and educational traditions.
China's latest policy initiative is the Medium and LongTerm Education Reform and Development Plan (2010- H istorically, the development of higher education in various countries was often influenced by other countries' models. In a globalized world nowadays, policy learning between countries is very common. This article analyzes how different foreign models influenced the development of China's higher education system, during 1917-1927, and how nationalism became a driving force of this reform.
Although China has a long tradition of higher education, the first group of Chinese universities came into being around the turn of the 20th century-led by Beiyang Gongxue (1895), Nanyang Gongxue, Capital Metropolitan University (predecessor of Peking University, 1896), and Shanxi University (1902) . Until 1911, these universities generally adhered to the ancient Confucian traditions of learning.
It was in the years after the Republican revolution of 1911-a movement led by Sun-Yat Sen, which toppled the two-thousand, year-old Qing Dynasty-that Chinese higher education would truly begin to change. In the postrevolutionary era, Chinese leaders would look to "modernize" Chinese higher learning.
German Model
Cai Yuanpei, appointed as the first minister of education for the new Republic of China in 1912, looked west for models of higher education. One of Cai's first moves was the drafting of "The Regulation of the Universities" (DaXue Ling), which outlined the modern disciplinary system in Chinese universities. Most importantly, this document made research and postgraduate education as central to the university mission.
But it was not until Cai became president of Peking University, in late 1916, that his idea of a university with a research mission would be fully realized. In 1916, the university was not small, but most students were drawn to the professions-namely law and business-and guided by a sense of "careerism." The university's faculty similarly did not value the research enterprise. Cai, in his inaugural address, sought to change this mentality, encouraging students to work hard and attend to scholarship-not careers. He proclaimed the university to be "a place to investigate advanced knowledge."
From where did Cai's intense interest in research and scholarship arise? To begin with, Cai had studied in Germany from 1907 to 1911. During this time he became familiar with the German university system and admired the German ideals of academic freedom, original research, and knowledge for its own sake. In 1917, seminars along the lines of those in German universities were founded in the division of humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. Cai saw such seminars as places for "the professor and graduate students or advanced students to do research together." By 1918, 148 students (80 postgraduates and 68 senior undergraduates) participated in the seminar system. Faculty research was another matter. In 1919, to encourage professors to engage in scientific research, Cai founded The Journal of Peking University, a forum for the publication of faculty research. With the addition of another academic journal, the Chinese Social Sciences Quarterly, in 1922, the Peking faculty began to publish more widely. Within a few years, Peking University had come to resemble a Chinese version of Johns Hopkins University, an institution complete with research seminars, faculty governance structures, and professional journals.
American Model
As more and more Chinese returned from study abroad in the United States in the 1920s, the American model also became influential. In 1918, Yanxiu and Zhang Boling, after visiting the United States and conducted a survey of American higher education, founded Nankai Universitya private institution reflective of American models. From December 1919 to April 1920, a group of normal school principals and local education authorities, headed by Chen Baoquan and Yuan Xitao, visited American universities for more than five months and wrote a report on American higher education-offering suggestions for reform in China. Many other young Chinese students and scholars studied in the United States during this time, absorbing the patterns of American higher education and bringing back ideas for change in their home country. Some, including Guo Bingwen, Jiang Mengling, Hu Shi, Zhao Yuanren, and Zhu Kezhen (later president of Zhejiang University) became prominent reformers in Chinese higher education in the 1920s.
As a result of such transnational travel and intellectual exchange, a number of features of American higher education could be found in China by the end of the 1920s: private universities, the organization of academic work into departments, the elective curriculum for undergraduates, the credit-hour system, and the board of trustees' governance structure. Like Cai, other Chinese higher education leaders used their experience abroad to shape their own institutions in China. For instance, Guo Bingwen became the president of Southeast University in 1921, while Jiang Mengling became the executive president of Peking University in 1923. Both men received their doctoral degrees from Columbia University's Teachers College in 1914 and 1918, respectively. The influence of the American model was not confined to these two universities. In 1929, Sun Yat-sen University set up a board of trustees that clearly borrowed from the American model.
Nationalism as a Driving Force
In less than a decade, from Peking University's reform under Cai in 1917 to the founding of Sun Yat-sen University in 1924, a modern system of higher education, emphasizing research and academic freedom, had emerged in China. Why were these Chinese higher education leaders so eager to establish "modern" universities in China? One explanation is that figures like Cai Yuanpei, Jiang Mengling, Guo Bingwen, and others were all patriots: "To save the nation through education and scholarship" was their creed. For example, though they had learned from Western models, they supported a policy of reclaiming the management of China's Christian universities from foreign presidents. Making China a free, democratic, and prosperous country was the common aspiration of Chinese intellectuals of that generation. During the 1910s and 1920s, the newly established Republic of China was fragile, as warlords and political fragmentation wracked the country. These leaders were convinced that, just as the University of Berlin and other universities had made Germany into a powerful empire, so too would great Chinese universities lead China toward prosperity and freedom.
Domestic Tradition
Nevertheless, it would be wrong to suggest that modern Chinese higher education development was merely a copy of the Western model. The task of establishing a fullfledged research university was an expensive one, challenging even in times of prosperity-let alone times of political instability. Chinese reformers could only go so far in implementing Western models. For example, although Cai and other educational leaders realized that graduate education was the core of the modern university, they could not afford to establish full-graduate schools. Instead, they relied on research seminars and institutes. Similarly, because they often could not afford expensive laboratory equipment, research and study in the humanities and theoretical sciences took precedence over direct research in the physical and applied sciences.
Chinese education leaders sought to reinvigorate their country's higher education system by combining foreign and domestic ideas. It was in the years after the Republican revolution of 1911-a movement led by Sun-Yat Sen, which toppled the twothousand, year-old Qing Dynasty-that Chinese higher education would truly begin to change. a beginning, yet they laid the foundation for the future growth of research universities in China. These years would be one of the first of many instances of Chinese educational leaders borrowing from abroad in higher education in the 20th century.
Looking Forward
Today's Chinese higher education reformers still pay close attention to higher education in other countries, yet reformers have never been able to completely cast off ancient traditions or ignore the vicissitudes of state politics. In the early 21st century, the biggest challenge for us is to establish a Chinese model of higher education and gain comparative advantage. T he fourth faculty strike in two years, over salaries in Kenya's public universities, ended in March. If history is a guide, the truce is merely a strategic retreat before another battle. Soon drumbeats of war will be sounded for another night of long knives. The frequent high-octane skirmishes over university salaries have become toxic to the nation and disruptive to academic programs. So, what ails public university salaries in Kenya and how can the problems be ameliorated once and for all?
The Problem with Public University Salaries in Kenya
The discontent over university salaries stems from a triumvirate of three interrelated factors: union-initiated cost-of-living salary adjustments, merit pay, and equity. The failure by national educational authorities and the university administrators to resolve the contradictions arising from these issues only serves to amplify the stakes in salary adjustments and ensures that unions and universities are locked eternal combat. Key to resolving the incessant battle is moderating the enormous influence of Collective Bargaining Agreements in compensation enhancement in public universities.
Collective Bargaining Agreements
No doubt, trade unions play a crucial role in setting the lower and upper limits of university salaries. The unions have a good grasp of the macro-and micro-economic conditions, affecting the purchasing power of their member's income. The 33 percent salary and 17 percent housing-allowance increase negotiated in 2014 between the state universities and three unions-the University Academic Staff Union (representing the faculty), the Kenya University Staff Union (representing the professional staff), the Kenya Union of Domestic, Hotels Educational Institutions, Hospitals and Allied workers (representing the junior staff)-shows the dexterity of the unions in cushioning their members from the deleterious effects of inflation. Under the agreement, the most senior professors earn a consolidated monthly pay of around US$3,300, while their junior counterparts make US$1,757. With an average inflation rate of 12 percent and with no free public education for dependents, these salaries are barely sufficient to sustain a middle-class lifestyle for the academic staff. Even with the increase, the salaries still lag behind their counterparts in the judiciary and legislature. Twenty years ago a senior university professor, a judge, and a member of parliament earned similar monthly pay and benefits. Today, a member of parliament takes home around US$9,400, while a judge makes US$7,000 per month.
These across-the-board salary increases, along with the accompanying annual increases based on years of service, have exerted severe pressure on the government exchequer and university treasuries. So much so that universities diverted portions of the funds meant for payment of the new salaries toward debt clearance and facilities maintenance, thereby occasioning the latest industrial strife.
Pay for Performance
While the unions have proved to be adept at reading the macro-level economic conditions, they are very poor readers of merit-pay systems in universities. Due to the stranglehold of Collective Bargaining Agreements, lecturers and professors in the same grade earn similar salaries, despite differing levels of productivity. In other words, "pay for performance" is anathema in Kenya's public university system. In a merit-based system, salary increases are also weighted on performance indicators in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and community service. The system appeals to the values of individualism, achievement, and rewards. In absence of a merit-based compensation system in Kenya today, a highly productive professor or lecturer will mainly earn the same salary as their nonproductive counterpartslongevity in rank being the only condition for annual salary increments.
To reward merit, university mandarins need to devise annual pay-for-performance salary increases weighted in accordance with teaching, scholarship, and community engagement as per the institutional missions. Such a system will also make it possible for both the administrators and university staff to identify organizational goals that are worthy of financial reward-thereby reinforcing institutional values. In addition, merit pay moderates institutional budgetary constraints by limiting the amount of funds dedicated toward across-the-board salary increases.
Market Pay Equity
Since Kenya's universities source additional revenues from the marketplace, it is only realistic that salaries reflect the realities of the marketplace. Under Collective Bargaining Agreements, all professors and lecturers in the same rank command similar salaries irrespective of disciplinary affiliation. Professors and lecturers of medicine cost more to train, recruit, retain, and generate more research grants to the university than their counterparts in the humanities and social sciences. So why should their base pay be comparable? By infusing market-based disciplinary differentiation in the base pay for university academics, Kenyan universities will ensure that faculty retention is feasible in disciplines with high-market demand.
The same policy of differentiated pay, based on institutional context, should apply for university executives. During the recent industrial fracas, vice-chancellors were reported to have illegally awarded themselves a 100 percent salary hike. Why should vice chancellors at nascent institutions-like Karatina, Kisii, and Chuka-with student population barely crossing the 2,000 mark command the same pay as leaders in complex urban universities like Kenyatta and Nairobi with student populations of 60,000 and 54,000 respectively? The dexterity and mental energies required to run the latter far outweighs the former. Policy guidance from the Commission on University Education and the state education office on vice-chancellor compensation will be invaluable in this regard.
In all, permanent ceasefire will not be possible without a democratization of budget making in the state universities. Union allegations of high-level corruption at the universities coupled with student strikes over fee increments show how opaque the university budgets have become. If universities can publicize mundane activities-like cultural shows, high profile visits, and gate openings-they can at least share budget information with their constituents as national and county governments do. They could do well to borrow from American institutions, where budgets are posted online and university presidents give annual state of the university address. Further, proposals for fee increase need to be exhaustively discussed with students before implementation.
Be Careful What You Wish For: Pending Privatization of Australian Higher Education
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T
he Australian government's recent national spending audit, commissioned by the incoming federal government in advance of the mid-May Budget, opened a Pandora's box of proposals-not least in higher education. Now that the federal budget has been proclaimed, it is clear how well these ideas accord with the relevant minister's own views. While not all ideas were taken up, at least three repay closer attention: public funding of higher education, privatization, and regulation.
Minister Pyne's recent speech in London professed shock that more Australian universities were not in the top 50 worldwide, as one reason supporting a shake up in higher education. This is the kind of statement we expect from ministers of education anywhere-the Malaysian minister, among many others, has made similar noises in recent years. But in Pyne's case, the reference to the Times Higher Education World Reputation Rankings can only be explained as either the expression of a minister-either not familiar with the details of his portfolio or as a way of making a political point. The Times Higher Education rankings, of course, give substantial weight to reputation, rather than actual performance. The much more robust, reliable Shanghai Jiao Tong Academic Rankings of World Universities (ARWU) shows that, while Australia has no entry in the top 50 for 2013, five universities (Melbourne, Australian NaThe discontent over university salaries stems from a triumvirate of three interrelated factors: union-initiated costof-living salary adjustments, merit pay, and equity.
tional University, Queensland, University of Western Australia, and Sydney) are all listed in the top 100. Considering the relatively small size of the system, that is a respectable result: Canada, in many ways comparable but substantially larger, only has four universities in the ARWU top 100.
An Australian Harvard?
But both the minister and treasurer want even better rankings. So what would it take to get even one of Australia's universities into the upper echelons of this illustrious list? Harvard University, for example, always first in global rankings, luxuriates in an endowment fund that peaked at US$36 billion before the recent recession and is well on the way to reattaining it. So, it would take the combined total assets of two of Australia's wealthiest mining magnates (Gina Rinehardt, around $18 billion) or six of its wealthiest casino moguls (James Packer, $6 billion), for even one Australian university to compete in that league. But perhaps Australia should not hold its breath. Harvard of course is exceptionally wealthy, but other leading US institutions are not that far behind-Yale's endowment fund is valued at US$22 billion and Princeton's at US$17 billion. In Australia, the University of Sydney's 2013 campaign, that set a target of AU$600 million, was Australia's largest but compares with University of Pennsylvania's US$4.3 billion, Columbia's US$5 billion, and Northwestern's US$3.75 billion targets. So, if Minister Pyne's claim that he wants several Australian universities to be in the world's top 50 is to be believed, he should have recommended a vast increase in federal funding to higher education, in the recent budget.
Other Funding Sources
Sadly, just the opposite was true-as proposed to shift the cost burden even further onto students. The government's share of funding is scheduled to fall by 20 percent, while students will pay substantially more in fees. This is despite the fact the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) data show that Australian higher education already rates poorly, relative to other member countries, in terms of public support for higher education. Australian students already bear a higher proportion of the costs of their university education than most OECD countries, and the current proposals to remove the current cap on fees would exacerbate the situation. Worse, funding per student has been declining for some time, most notably during the Howard years (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) , when funding actually declined by 4 percent, in contrast with the OECD average rise of 49 percent. Students currently contribute 41 percent of the costs of their studies; the Audit Commission proposed raising this proportion to 55 percent. In addition, the proposed reduced threshold for student loans repayment would mean that students should have to commence repayments much earlier and substantially reduce their lifetime earnings-since repayments would be pegged to the full cost of the loan, rather than the current consumer price index.
The proposal to uncap fees has proved divisive in at least two senses. Vice Chancellors of the top-tier Australian Group of Eight (Go8) research universities, who have most to gain, have tended to support a lift on the current fee cap. Even though they, too, will lose government funding-one estimated that its Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences would lose $10 million per year, while public funds to Engineering, Environmental Sciences, Communications, and Science would be cut by AU$5,000 per student. Other vice chancellors, with less to gain and a greater concern with equity, have been more critical-arguing that, if fees rise, poorer students will be deterred from studying, particularly from the more expensive programs. Greg Craven, for example, vice chancellor of the Australian Catholic University, warned of the divisive potential: "you don't want to have one Rolls Royce, and twelve clapped out Commodores." The proposal also pits students, who are understandably resistant to even higher costs for their university education, against (at least the Go8) universities.
Funding the Private Sector
A second key reform plank would see government funding opened to the private sector, a major change in a system that has been very largely public. At a time when, as part of an overall austerity drive, the current national government is proposing to rid itself of thousands of federal public servants; this would seem to be at odds with current rhetoric about preserving quality. In particular, a major expansion of providers would likely outstrip the capacity of the current national agency charged with regulating the sector-Tertiary Education Quality Standards Agency (TEQSA). Here, Australia's recent history of opening the vocational education and training sector to private providers is instructive. In that instance, state government regulators were overwhelmed by a dramatic increase in the number of providMinister Pyne's recent speech in London professed shock that more Australian universities were not in the top 50 worldwide, as one reason supporting a shake up in higher education.
ers-some of which were genuine and some much more concerned with generating income than providing quality educational programs, facilities, or staff. As a result, regulators in many states could not maintain quality across the sector, with calamitous results. Headlines appeared of flyby-night providers and of international students-particularly from India, who were being misled by the institutions themselves, or duped by unscrupulous agents. When the press in India got wind of such incidents, sensational stories of Indian students being abandoned, duped, or attacked spread rapidly across newspapers and other media. Vocational student numbers from the subcontinent plummeted, and the reputation of the entire education sector suffered. The promised cuts of 50 percent to TEQSA funding clearly flies in the face of such precedent and raises the prospect of a similar outcome in higher education.
If not all the implications of how far and how fast the new federal government wishes to deregulate and privatize higher education are yet clear, there are worrying signs that ideology has trumped sober policy analysis. If so, there are real risks for the higher education sector, including reputational risks that could imperil international higher educa- Chile's government (2010 Chile's government ( -2013 . E-mail: jugarte@uc.cl. C hile became the first South American nation to achieve membership in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Across a broad spectrum of socioeconomic and political measurements, including higher education performance, Chile tops the rankings across the Latin American region. That is because Chile's enrollment rates approach 60 percent, and almost 30 percent of Chile's population of 25-34 year-olds has attained tertiary education, well above the average for the region. Scientific productivity and impact, in proportion to the size of population, also positions Chile at the front of the Latin American region. A review of 2013 rankings like QS Latin American University Rankings, and Shanghai Academic Ranking of World Universities permit us to conclude that Chile has the highest density of "high-quality institutions" in the region.
Two factors help explain Chile's exceptional performance in Latin America. The first is the nature of its system: state and nonstate universities compete in the same academic arena, and both enjoy public financial support. The second is the contribution that US universities have made to the development and modernization of Chilean universities.
State and Nonstate Universities
Since its birth as an independent republic, Chile has established a constitutional right to "freedom in education." In essence, this is the state obligation to ensure universal access and the right of citizens to choose their preferred institution. In higher education, this principle first materialized through the creation of the state university: the University of Chile in 1842 and then a nonstate university-the Catholic University in 1888. With this base, Chile's higher education system expanded its capacities through efforts of state and private foundations. Later, in 1923, Parliament approved public financing support for all of these institutions. Other national organizations, like the President's Council of Chilean Universities and the National Commission for Sciences and Technology, were created to support general university activities. Parents and students now enjoyed the option of selecting the best university to realize their academic ambitions, knowing they would receive the same benefits (such as scholarships) in any of them. Playing the same field, both state and nonstate institutions competed with strong incentives to attract students, faculty, and resources. Developing under these conditions, it is clear that the mixed nature of Chile's higher education system-the only one in Latin America using this model-helped explain its success, at least in part.
The Contributions of US Universities
Even though earlier contributions exist, the middle of the 20th century saw Chile and the United States sign two agreements that marked a turning point in modernizing the Chilean higher education system.
In 1955, under the auspices of the United States Agency for International Development, the University of Chicago signed an agreement with the School of Economy of Catholic University of Chile, permitting a generation of economists to do their graduate studies in Chicago and creating the very influential group called "Chicago Boys." Professors Arnold C. Harberger and Milton Friedman played crucial roles in this effort. Friedman authored the expression "the miracle of Chile," to denote the impact of this new generation of scholars on national economic and institutional policy. Under the military government and influence of the "Chicago Boys," a new institutional order was created, based on privatization and reducing the state's role. In higher education this new order resulted in the dominance of private institutions as seen today.
During the next decade, the 1960s, as part of the "Alliance for Progress" efforts, Presidents John F. Kennedy and Eduardo Frei signed a "Chile-California Plan" to help Chile develop key areas like education and agriculture. Since 1965, with the support of the Ford Foundation, the University of Chile has enjoyed important interchanges with the University of California-Davis, allowing a new generation of faculty to obtain graduate degrees there (known as the "UC-Davis Boys"). These graduates have since made great impact in two key Chilean agriculture areas, fruit, and wine.
At the same time, Catholic University's School of Engineering, headed by Dean Raúl Devés and Director Arnoldo Hax, began a profound set of academic reforms. For this effort, they had the support of the University of CaliforniaBerkeley, with additional grants from Ford Foundation and Inter-American Development Bank. A significant number of Chilean academics did their PhD studies at the University of California-Berkeley, while several Berkeley professors came to Chile and stayed for months teaching, doing collaborative research and helping the new authorities to develop a new curriculum. These events had three significant impacts. They launched a new concept of engineering curricula. They also initiated full-time academic positions inside Catholic University and created a "university campus," a common space for different schools and disciplines. Obviously, such tremendous changes had a significant impact at Catholic University, and they spread to modernize the entire Chilean university system in time.
After those first cross-cultural agreements, the relations between US and Chilean institutions continued and deepened. The large numbers of Chilean students in US universities and the quantity of shared scientific papers published by faculty of both countries are evidence of that. In conclusion, the unique mixed nature of Chile´s system and its alliances with North American universities help explain the prominent performance of Chile's universities. Today, with a student movement seeking cost-free access to university education, we have a great effervescence inside the system, bringing new questions about the future of Chile's universities.
A Quiet Revolution in Chinese Universities: Experimental Colleges
Qiang Zha and Qiubo Yang
Qiang Zha is an associate professor at the Faculty of Education, York University, Toronto, Canada. E-mail: qzha@edu.yorku.ca. Qiubo Yang is a lecturer at the College of Education, Tianjin University, Tianjin, China. E-mail: yqb@tju.edu.cn. I n the upcoming decade, changes with respect to governance of Chinese universities can be expected, as they are now planned in many domains and at all levels: external and internal, macro and micro. At policy level, the National Outline for Medium-and Long-Term Educational Reform and Development (2010-2020) or the 2020 Blueprint calls for building a modern university system on Chinese soil, which centers on granting and securing university autonomy and academic freedom. At institutional level, Chinese universities are now encouraged to draw up their charters that are supposed to define the boundaries within which they should have jurisdictions and autonomy. While many remain curious and doubtful about whether the government will voluntarily take its hands off, and whether universities will enjoy true autonomy over their own operations, a quiet revolution might now be observed internally at the college/school level, along with emergence of a group of experimental colleges/schools in 17 universities across the country-one such experimental unit designated in each university.
A "Special Zone" in Chinese Universities
This initiative at national level started in 2011, aiming to establish a sort of special zone in the realm of higher education, which targets specifically at experimenting with more faculty authority over academic affairs and latitude for innovation. It embarked on a broad idea and did not have an explicit guideline until one year later. In November 2012, China's Ministry of Education officially promulgated guidance on the work of experimental colleges. The document spells out specific objectives of this experimentation, including implementation of democratic governance, autonomy over program development, new faculty hiring, student recruitment and resource allocations, and pedagogical reform along the lines of innovative education. A charter and a board will comprise the core of institutionalized arrangements for democratic governance in each experimental unit. In operations, a professorial committee is to be formed to nominate candidates for deanship and represent the faculty in decision making-related to affairs of teaching, research, and administration within the unit. An academic committee is to be set to oversee disciplinary field development and academic performance assessment, to offset interference of administrative power in academic sphere. Explicitly, the experimental units are prompted to build internal capacity to manage their own development, including the establishment of incentive and regulatory mechanisms, in order to secure a proper and a healthy development. Meanwhile, they are required to take the responsibility-and, understandably, the risk accordingly.
How Do Experimental Colleges Operate?
In a sense, this experimentation in academic sphere reminds us of a similar economic domain in the 1980s-i.e., the establishment of a number of economic special zones in China-which spearheaded the opening up of the country's economy. Precisely because of this nature, the experimental colleges have come up with different and sometimes unique practices, along the broad lines set out by this initiative. For instance, in Tianjin University, the College of Precision Instrument & Opto-Electronics Engineering is the university's experimental unit and has adopted a unique approach to placing academics at the core of decision making and optimizing their academic power: abolishing the traditional administrative unit of department, as an effort aiming to cut down and curb administrative power in the operations of teaching and research. Now a system consisting of Principal Investigator (PI) led groups is put in place to operate major research activities, which are executed by project teams within the group. In such a system, an academic PI has the full power to decide new hires and resource allocations. The PI and the project leaders under him/her are supposed to be recruited globally. In terms of organization of teaching, a system based on a Chair Professor is created, whereby a Chair Professor is in charge of program and curriculum development, educational standards and teaching content/material, student evaluation and assessment in a specific field, as well as appointment of course instructors and evaluation of teaching outcome.
Similarly, the experimental unit in the University of Science and Technology of China, the School of Physical Sciences adopts a system in which a "Project Principal Professor" is in full charge, while all the works in association with teaching and research (including international cooperation) are designed and operated as projects. In contrast to the "flat management" approach in aforementioned examples, Beijing Jiaotong University's School of Economics and Management installs a new layer of academic unit between the school and its departments, three subschools, which correspond respectively to the three disciplinary fields that the school's programs cover. With the school delegating most academic power to three subschools, this approach aims to explore the pattern of somehow separating academic and administrative power and leveraging dynamics of academic field development to absorb administrative power. This approach is also expected to form a critical mass in terms of faculty participation in academic management, driven by their shared visions, expertise and training in a particular field.
Experimental Colleges Usher in a Quiet Revolution
Given the absence and insufficiency of democratic governance in Chinese universities for decades, the universities often suffer from inertia in exercising their autonomyeven if they are provided with such an opportunity, let alone pushing for more autonomy. To facilitate the progress, dynamism and initiatives need to be brought into play from the bottom. While the 2020 Blueprint expresses the policy At institutional level, Chinese universities are now encouraged to draw up their charters that are supposed to define the boundaries within which they should have jurisdictions and autonomy.
design from the top, the exercise of granting university charter exhibits a top-down approach as well, whereby Chinese universities are required to work their charters out of a pattern/model preset by the government. In contrast, the experience of experimental colleges/schools showcases a bottom-up approach, whereby many grassroots initiatives could be identified and implemented. Compared with those top-down moves, the experimental units are more likely to tap autonomous practices into existing operations, often in a genuine and innovative way. Arguably, in the world of nature, microorganisms play a more significant role in shaping climate, than lions and elephants. In this sense, this experimentation has been ushering in a quiet revolution that might transform the climate of Chinese higher education.
Nonetheless, this view does not rule out the challenges and risks that might stand in the way of these experimental colleges/schools. From the perspective of path dependence behavior patterns of organizations, it is a challenge to keep the current innovative practices (e.g., the PI-led research groups and Chair Professor-led teaching platforms in the case of Tianjin University) from sliding back onto the old path (becoming another kind of administrative or bureaucratic mechanism). However, this is not going to happen; it is still tricky to prevent too much power from following to and concentrating in the hands of a few PIs and Chair Professors on one hand and to ensure a wide participation of the faculty in decision making on the other. Bar-Ilan University, Ramat Gan, Israel. E-mail: iris.bendavidhadar@ gmail.com and Iram@biu.ac.il. T he Israeli academic system is well-developed and exhibits a high level of academic achievement (e.g., high citation rate, Nobel Prize Laureates per capita and hightechnology start-ups). Israel economy is highly dependent on its academic level and its high-tech industry, which has led the state of Israel to its remarkable economic growth over the past decade. Furthermore, Israel's high academic level is perceived as an infrastructure for its very existence.
Access to Higher Education: The Israeli Case
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Nonetheless, along with the excellent achievement of the Israeli academia, in recent years it is facing substantial challenges as a result of fundamental economic, demographics, and cultural trends that are changing the social composition of Israel. These trends challenge the ability of Israel's academia to sustain its highly ranked achievement.
Economic trends burden the ability to access higher education. The knowledge-based economy indeed contributes to the economic growth, yet it has an adverse effect of growing inequality. The incremental income inequality and the rising tide in child poverty (among Israeli children currently every third child is poor) actually change the background characteristics of the potential Israeli student.
In addition, demographic trends in Israel have been reaching the point that challenges the status quo of the Israeli society. Among the first graders in the Israeli school system, more than 50 percent are either Arabs or UltraOrthodox Jewish. Demography is not the only challenge. The cultural barriers pose a further challenge. Within Israel population more than 20 percent are Ultra-Orthodox Jewish people, most of them uninterested in institutions of higher education.
Indeed, Israeli decision makers aspire to diminish the impact of these trends, by designing and enacting various policy reforms. Hitherto, political considerations of redistribution (e.g., allocating from "rich" to the "poor") hinder the achievement of an effective defacto policy.
This article focuses on trends in access and stratification within Israeli higher education. Israel serves as an interesting case given the sociocultural and ethnic diversity of its population, the majority-minority balance of power, its incremental trend in inequality, and its crucial rising percentage of child poverty.
Access
The incremental trend of access to Israel's higher education institutions is reflected in the increasing percentage of students enrolled in a relevant age group in undergraduate programs, ranging from 6 percent in 2004 to 7.4 percent in 2012. As of 2014, 194,129 students in Israel are enrolled in undergraduate programs. A less prominent trend is evident in the graduate programs, where student enrollment was 1.8 percent in 2004 and is currently similar: some 52,698 and 10,615 students are enrolled in graduate and PhD programs, respectively. This incremental trend of access to Israeli higher education is more prominent among Arab students than their Jewish counterparts. Specifically, Arab students' access has increased by 53 percent (from 2. 
Stratification
In spite of this incremental trend of access, stratification is still evident. The gap between ethnic groups, though decreasing, is still notably wide. Specifically, the gap between Jewish and Arab students enrolled in undergraduate programs was reduced from more than 2.5-fold to less than 2-fold (between 2004 and 2012) .
A gender gap does not exist within the general student population. Furthermore, according to Israel's Central Bureau of Statistics Annual Report (2013), there was a reversal in the trend among the recipients of higher degrees from universities. For example, in 1992 the gender gap of graduate students favored men-graduate: 56 percent (44 percent, for women); and PhD: 67 percent (33 percent, for women). Indeed, two decades later (2010), the gap favored women-graduate: 56 percent (44 percent, for men); and PhD: 50 percent (50 percent, for men). At the undergraduate level the gender gap of favored women is wideningin 1992: 52 percent (48 percent, for men); and in 2010: 57 percent (43 percent, for men). However, Arab women are less likely to acquire higher education than are Arab men or Jewish women.
Stratification already exists in lower schooling levels. The achievement distributions of Israeli students-as measured by the international examinations of the Program for International Student Assessment in 2006, 2009, and 2012 -are all characterized by an average achievement level and a wide achievement gap. In fact, Israeli high-school students exhibit the widest achievement gap among Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries.
Apparently, achievement in high school (e.g., achieving a high-school matriculation certificate) is not the only gatekeeper to access to higher education. Moreover, there are numerous obstacles that nurture the stratification of Israeli higher education. In Hebrew-speaking high schools, about 70 percent of those eligible for the matriculation certificate have access to higher education. In comparison, in Arabicspeaking high schools, less than 50 percent of those eligible for the matriculation certificate have access to higher education.
Stratification in higher education can only partially be explained by low socioeconomic strata. Specifically, within those Jewish households having low socioeconomic strata, one out of three persons has access to higher education, in comparison with two out of three among Jewish households having high socioeconomic strata. However, within the Arab households, less than one out of three has access to higher education regardless of their socioeconomic strata.
Policy Implications
The longitudinal examination is encouraging, since access to Israeli higher education has had an incremental trend. However, it is still stratified for ethnic minority groups and for students from low socioeconomic strata. This might challenge the fragile cohesion within Israel. The trend is for improvement-for increased access and reduced stratification-but the rate of improvement is currently too slow. Other OECD countries have higher access rates or larger improvement rates, which challenges Israel competitiveness-a highly important asset for Israel.
In fact, it is likely that any reform in higher education is doomed to be less effective, unless it is a part of a more holistic view of the education system at all levels. An equitable school finance policy is necessary. Obviously, more work is required in order to better understand the actual gatekeepers (beyond the obvious factor of socioeconomic strata). Also, although decision makers might recognize that such a reform would have a positive effect on decreasing stratification in Israeli higher education, they have to deal with the political issues of redistribution. The issues illustrated in Israel might be relevant for other multicultural countries that are facing the challenge of reducing inequality. This book is an analytical perspective concerning how international and regional organizations relate to higher education-globally and in individual countries. Chapters focus on key international groups such as UNES-CO, the World Bank, and others as well as regional associations in Africa, Latin America, and elsewhere. Historian Gerber traces the rise of shared governance and the increasing power of the academic profession in the late 19th century. He argues that the increased complexity, financial problems, and managerial authority in contemporary higher education in the United States are greatly weakening shared governance and that this has significant implications for a decline in the quality of higher education.
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Gross, Neil, and Solon Simmons, eds. Professors and Their Politics. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2014. 364 pp. (pb) . ISBN 978-1-4214-1334-1. Web site: www.press.jhu.edu.
Focusing on the political attitudes and values, mainly of American professors, this volume discusses a range of themes. Among them are the comparative politics of professors, political liberalism, graduate schools attendance, the social and political views of American professors, think tanks, the role of activism in the development of ethnic studies programs, and others. The chapters provide data-based cases of the relationship of politics and the academic profession. Focusing broadly on how national higher education policies, many of which were aimed at reforming higher education systems to cope with massification and other pressures, this book discusses a range of developed countries and themes. Among them are the UK research excellence framework, patterns of reform in Italy, policy pressures and university research, reforming faculty careers in Switzerland, and others.
Nerad, Maresi, and Barbara Evans, eds. Worldwide. Rotterdam, Netherlands, Sense Publishers, 2014. 234 pp. $54 (pb) . ISBN 978-94-6209-567-0. Web site: www.sensepublishers.com.
Globalization and Its Impacts on the Quality of PhD Education: Forces and Forms in Doctoral Education
Focusing on the rapidly developing field of doctoral education, this volume provides both chapters focusing on key broad themes such as the role of doctoral education in economic development and the evolution or research universities, and chapters that discuss themes in geographical context. Among these chapters are discussions of doctoral enrollments in Canada, Australia, the Czech Republic, and other countries, doctoral education and globalization in India, Iceland, and South Africa, and others. A series of papers prepared for the British Council's annual Going Global international conference, the theme of the book is international collaboration in higher education. Among the specific foci are how collaboration has contributed to research and innovation, how it has contributed to an increase in skilled knowledge workers, and how collaboration has contributed to internationalization.
Tiessen, Rebecca, and Robert Huish, eds. Learning. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014. 296 pp. (pb) . ISBN 978-1-4426-2611-9. Web site: www.utpublishing.com.
Globetrotting or Global Citizenship: Perils and Potential of International Experiential
International experiential learningstudent experience abroad that goes beyond classroom learning and includes volunteerism, travel programs and others-is the theme of this volume. The topic is considered in part in a Canadian context and includes such specific themes as secondary school international experiential programs, lessons from programs in Rwanda, the ethical imperative in experiential learning, volunteer programs, and others. Chapters include topics such as higher education innovation in India, center-periphery theory, world-class universities, tuition and cost sharing, quality assurance, the academic profession and academic mobility, and various aspects of internationalization. Do you have time to read more than 20 electronic bulletins weekly in order to stay up to date with international initiatives and trends? We thought not! So, as a service, the CIHE research team posts items from a broad range of international media to our Facebook and Twitter page.
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IMPROVEMENTS FOR INTERNATIONAL HIGHER EDUCATION
This issue of International Higher Education marks a significant change in our publication arrangements. We have joined the "Open Journal System," a publication network of the Boston College library. This new arrangement provides easier access to, and searchability of, IHE and more effective archiving of our issues. It also provides significantly improved visibility on Internet-search engines. While there may be an adjustment period for some of our readers, this new system greatly improves our reach.
We invite you to explore our new IHE homepage (http:// ejournals.bc.edu/ojs/index.php/ihe), which currently features this issue of IHE, as well as the previous two issues. All back issues of IHE will eventually migrate to the new site, and we will inform subscribers of this development at the appropriate time. For now, all back issues of IHE can be found in their more familiar location on the CIHE Web site: http:// www.bc.edu/content/bc/research/cihe/ihe/issues.html.
A NEW INITIATIVE: HIGHER EDUCATION INTERNATION-ALIZATION THEME ISSUE
Beginning at the end of 2014, IHE will add a fifth issue each year, specifically focusing on internationalization issues. This issue will be edited by Hans de Wit, director of the Center for Higher Education Internationalization at the Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore in Milan, Italy. This issue will bring IHE's analytic perspective to the broad issues of internationalization. For further information, please contact Hans de Wit. His e-mail address is: j.w.m.de.wit@hva.nl.
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